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DETAILED ACTION 

This non-final office action is in response to amendments filed on 9/19/06. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 14, 15, 17, 20, 22 and 26-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Wong et al., US Patent no. 6,614,206 [Wong] in view of Van Lerberghe, US 
Patent no. 5,952, 814. 

Claims 1, 14, 15, 20 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 

Wong et al., US Patent no. 6,614,206 [Wong]. 

Regarding claim 1 , Wong discloses a method of delivering power comprising: 

using a battery charging circuit [recharging apparatus] to transfer power from a source 

device in a network [laptop] to a first receiving device in the network [cellular phone, column 5, 

lines 23-37]; and 

using the battery charging circuit to transfer power from the source device to a second 
receiving device in the network [scanner], the first and second receiving devices being different 
types of devices [column 5, lines 23-37]. 

Wong does not disclose using an inductive coupling charge transmitter as the charge 
transmitter for providing power from the laptop to the devices. However, as shown by Van 
Lerberghe, inductive coupling charge transmitters are well known in the art [column 1, lines 24- 
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35]. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use a well known inductive 
coupling charge transmitter as the charge transmitter in the Wong system to eliminate the need to 
carry to carry cables for each device to connect to the system. 

Regarding claim 14, Wong further discloses using the battery charging circuit to transfer 
data from the source device to at least one of the receiving devices [column 6, lines 6-19], 

Regarding claim 15, Wong discloses a battery charging circuit comprising: 

a power delivery module [recharging apparatus, column 5, lines 23-30]; and 

a charge transfer interface [universal serial bus] operatively coupled to the power delivery 
module, the power delivery module to transfer power from a power supply through the charge 
transfer interface to different types of receiving devices [cellular phone, scanner and printer, 
column 5, lines 23-37]. 

Wong does not disclose using an inductive coupling charge transmitter as the charge 
transmitter for providing power from the laptop to the devices. However, as shown by Van 
Lerberghe, inductive coupling charge transmitters are well known in the art [column 1, lines 24- 
35]. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use a well known inductive 
coupling charge transmitter as the charge transmitter in the Wong system to eliminate the need to 
carry to carry cables for each device to connect to the system. 

Regarding claim 17, Wong discloses providing power from a laptop computer to a 
plurality of devices through a USB interface [column 5, lines 23-37]. 

Regarding claim 20, Wong discloses a computer system comprising: 

a power supply [laptop, column 5, lines 28-30]; 

a power delivery module [recharging apparatus, column 5, lines 23-30]; and 
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a charge transfer interface [universal serial bus] operatively coupled to the power delivery 
module, the power delivery module to transfer power from the power supply through the charge 
transfer interface to different types of receiving devices [cellular phone, scanner and printer, 
column 5, lines 23-37]. 

Wong does not disclose using an inductive coupling charge transmitter as the charge 
transmitter for providing power from the laptop to the devices. However, as shown by Van 
Lerberghe, inductive coupling charge transmitters are well known in the art [column 1, lines 24- 
35]. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use a well known inductive 
coupling charge transmitter as the charge transmitter in the Wong system to eliminate the need to 
carry to carry cables for each device to connect to the system. 

Regarding claim 22, Wong discloses providing power from a laptop computer to a 
plurality of devices through a USB interface [column 5, lines 23-37]. 

Regarding claim 23, Wong further discloses using the battery charging circuit to transfer 
data from the source device to at least one of the receiving devices [column 6, lines 6-19]. 

Regarding claims 26-28, Wong discloses that the power supply is a laptop [column 5, 
lines 28-30]. 

Applicant's numerous definitions of what type of power supply is used (an AC adapter, a 
DC power source or a fuel cell) is construed to be an admission that the criticality does not reside 
in what type of power supply is used and hence are obvious variations of one another. 
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Claims 2-10, 16 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wong et al., US Patent no. 6,614,206 [Wong] and Van Lerberghe, US Patent no. 5,952, 814, in 
view of Matsuda et al., US Patent no. 6,774,604 [Matsuda]. 

Regarding claims 2, 16 and 21, Wong and Van Lerberghe, as described above, disclose a 
method of providing power from a laptop to a plurality of peripheral devices, but does not 
disclose providing power from a laptop to a PDA. Wong instead discloses providing power to 
the PDA through a cradle. However, as shown by Matsuda, providing power to a PDA through 
a USB connection is well known in the art [column 7, lines 57-61]. It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the Wong and Van Lerberghe method to include 
providing power to the PDA through a USB connection with the laptop instead of through a 
cradle to alleviate the need to carry the cradle for charging the PDA [column 7, lines 65 - 
column 8, lines 2]. 

Regarding claims 3 and 4, Wong discloses transferring power from a laptop computer 
[column 5, lines 23-37]. 

Applicant's numerous definitions of transferring power from the computer system 
(transferring power from a laptop computer or transferring power from a desktop computer) is 
construed to be an admission that the criticality does not reside in what type of computer system 
is used to transfer power and hence are obvious variations of one another. 

Regarding claims 5-8, Wong and Matsuda discloses providing power from a laptop to a 
plurality of devices, including a cellular phone, a PDA, a digital camera, a printer and a scanner. 

Applicant's numerous definitions of devices which receive power from the computer 
system (personal digital assistant, wireless phone, digital camera and wireless headset) is 
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construed to be an admission that the criticality does not reside in what type of device receives 
power from the computer system and hence are obvious variations of one another. 

Regarding claim 9, Wong discloses providing power from a laptop computer to a 
plurality of devices through a USB cable [column 5, lines 23-37], 

Claims 1 1-13, 19, 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wong et al., US Patent no. 6,614,206 [Wong], in view of Kerai et al, US Patent no. 6,531,845 
[Kerai]. 

Regarding claims 11,19 and 25, Wong and Van Lerberghe do not disclose determining 
an amount of available power in the source device, determining an amount of needed power in 
the receiving devices and determining an amount of power to transfer based on the available 
power and the needed power. Kerai discloses a method similar to the Wong and Van Lerberghe 
method. Kerai further discloses determining an amount of available power in a source device, 
determining an amount of needed power in receiving devices and determining an amount of 
power to transfer based on the available power and the needed power [column 4, lines 20-59]. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include the Kerai teachings into the 
Wong and Van Lerberghe method to protect the laptop from using too much battery power while 
powering the peripheral devices [Kerai, column 4, lines 45-50]. 

Regarding claims 12 and 13, Kerai discloses denying power transfer from the laptop to 
the handset when the laptop battery charge level falls below a threshold [column 4, lines 45-50]. 
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Claims 29-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wong et al. 5 
US Patent no. 6,614,206 [Wong] and Van Lerberghe, US Patent no. 5,952, 814, in view of 
Matsuda et al., US Patent no. 6,774,604 [Matsuda] and Kerai et al., US Patent no. 6,531,845 
[Kerai]. 

Regarding claim 29, Wong discloses a laptop computer comprising: 
a lid [inherent that laptop computer has a lid]; 
a power supply [column 5, lines 28-30; 

a power delivery module [recharging apparatus, column 5, lines 23-30]; and 

a charge transmitter [universal serial bus], the power delivery module to transfer power 
from the power supply through the charge transmitter to different types of receiving devices 
[cellular phone, scanner and printer, column 5, lines 23-37]. 

Wong does not disclose using an inductive coupling charge transmitter as the charge 
transmitter for providing power from the laptop to the devices. However, as shown by Van 
Lerberghe, inductive coupling charge transmitters are well known in the art [column 1, lines 24- 
35]. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use a well known inductive 
coupling charge transmitter as the charge transmitter in the Wong system to eliminate the need to 
carry to carry cables for each device to connect to the system. 

Wong and Van Lerberghe, as described above, disclose providing power from a laptop to 
a plurality of peripheral devices through a USB connection, but does disclose providing power 
from a laptop to a PDA. Wong instead discloses providing power to the PDA through a cradle. 
However, as shown by Matsuda, providing power to a PDA through a USB connection is well 
known in the art [column 7, lines 57-61]. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
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the art to modify the Wong and Van Lerberghe method to include providing power to the PDA 
through a USB connection with the laptop instead of through a cradle to alleviate the need to 
carry the cradle for charging the PDA [column 7, lines 65 - column 8, lines 2]. 

Wong, Van Lerberghe and Matsuda do not disclose determining an amount of available 
power in the source device, determining an amount of needed power in the receiving devices and 
determining an amount of power to transfer based on the available power and the needed power. 
Kerai discloses a method similar to the Wong and Matsuda system. Kerai further discloses 
determining an amount of available power in a source device, determining an amount of needed 
power in receiving devices and determining an amount of power to transfer based on the 
available power and the needed power [column 4, lines 20-59]. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to include the Kerai teachings into the Wong, Van Lerberghe and 
Matsuda system to protect the laptop from using too much battery power while powering the 
peripheral devices [Kerai, column 4, lines 45-50]. 

Regarding claims 30-32, Wong discloses that the power supply is a laptop [column 5, 
lines 28-30]. 

Applicant's numerous definitions of what type of power supply is used (an AC adapter, a 
DC power source or a fuel cell) is construed to be an admission that the criticality does not reside 
in what type of power supply is used and hence are obvious variations of one another. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Paul B. Yanchus whose telephone number is (571) 272-3678. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thurs 8:00-6:00. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Rehana Perveen can be reached on (571) 272-3676. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Paul Yanchus 
December 10, 2006 




